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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Action is in response to Applicant's amendments filed on November 09, 
2007. Claims 1 and 2 are now pending in the present application. This Action is 
made non-final. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification sliall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1 and 2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Regarding claims 1 and 2, the phrase "... turning back its sending request 
output..." and "... time respectively varying ..." renders the claim indefinite. For 
instance, from the way the phrase "... turning bacl< its sending request output ..." (page 
2 Lines 8-9 and Lines 14-15) are applied it is not clear what the phrase is being referred 
to by the applicant. Is the "request output" signal split and modified into separate distinct 
signals in order to "turn back" a signal? Or is the "request output" signal copied prior to 
being sent out therefore allowing for the signal to be "turn back" within the transmitter as 
well as being able to send out the signal? Also, the phrase "... time respectively 
varying..." (page 2 Lines 3 and page 3 Lines 1) as applied never does the applicant 
define what the concept of "time" has to do with respect to the two modems in the 
system as described by the Applicant. What is "time respectively varying" the 
connection between the two modems? Is the request signal "time respectively varying"? 
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Therefore the addition of the words "turning bacl^" and "time" to an othenwise definite 
expression extends the scope of the expression so as to render it indefinite (Ex parte 
Copenhaver, 109 USPQ 118 (Bd. App. 1955)). See MPEP §2173.05 (b). 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 103 
3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 1 and 2 a rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Betts et al. (U.S. Patent # 4,669,090) in view of Scott (U.S. Patent # 5,396,486) and 
further in view of ito (U.S. Patent # 4,459,589). 

Regarding claim 1, Betts et al. teach a half-duplex communication control 
method (Column 1 Lines 7-8 "...a modem which may be operated in a half-duplex 
mode...") in which a first device and a second device are connected by two signal lines 
(Fig.1, Column 3 Lines 66-68 - Column 4 Line 1, "a local modem 100 is connected to a 
remote modem 200 through a two-wire communication channel 300 for exchanging data 
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between DTE's (data terminal equipments) 400 and 500..."), fialf-duplex communication 
in one-to-one correspondence is conducted (Column 1 Lines 7-8 "...a modem which 
may be operated in a half-duplex mode..."), also turns back its sending request output 
inside the first device to check a communicable state as a sending request input inside 
the first device (Column 4 Lines 26-28, "...the circuit 26 sends a CTS (clear-to-send) 
signal back to DTE 400 indicating that it is ready to accept data."), and also turns back 
its sending permission output inside the second device to check a communicable state 
as a sending permission input inside the second device (same procedure applied from 
Column 4 Lines 26-28, except to where the procedure takes place in Fig. 1@ 200, 
500). However, Betts et al. fails to teach each of the two devices notifies the opponent 
device of a state as to whether each device is communicable, wherein the first device 
outputs a sending request output for providing notification of a state of a communication 
request from the first device to the second device as a sending request signal using an 
open collector buffer, and if the second device is receivable with respect to the sending 
request signal sent from the first device, the second device outputs a sending 
permission output for providing notification of a communicable state from the second 
device to the first device as a sending permission signal using an open collector buffer. 

Scott teaches a call establishment process between two modems (Fig. 1 @ 
100,300) that includes modem handshaking and training in order to establish a data 
connection (Fig.2, Column 4, Lines 24-28). The modem handshaking process allows for 
said two modems (Fig. 1 @ 100,300) to dynamically negotiation sets parameters of a 
communications channel established between said two modems prior to establishing a 



Application/Control Number: Page 5 

10/500,609 

Art Unit; 2619 

normal communication over the channel. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
sl<ill in the art to combine Scott with Betts et al. for the purpose of initializing and 
establishing a data connection between two devices using half-duplex communication. 
The motivation to combine is to efficiently establish a transmit data path. 

However Scott and Betts et al. fail to teach an open collector buffer in each of its 
devices. Ito uses an open collector output type buffer between the output of a cable 
receiver and the common line to prevent any disruptions to the data connection 
(Column 3, Lines 30-34 and 37-39). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to combine Ito with Scott and Betts et al. for the purpose of enabling a data 
connection between two devices using half-duplex communication. The motivation to 
combine is to efficiently maintain a transmit data path. 

Regarding claim 2, and as applied to claim 1, Betts et al., as modified by Scott 
and Ito, teach a half-duplex communication control method (Column 1 Lines 7-8 "...a 
modem which may be operated in a half-duplex mode...") wherein with respect to time 
which elapses before outputting another sending request output if outputting sending 
request outputs simultaneously from two devices ("... each modem transmits a long 
preamble to establish signal level, carrier frequency/phase, timing frequency/phase, 
adaptive equalizer setting, and de-randomizer setting." Column 1 Lines 59-62), time 
respectively varying with respect to the two devices is randomly determined by a 
program of a microcomputer (Fig. 2, Column 2 Lines 63-66, "A single microprocessor is 
used to implement transmit and receive functions and any memory locations in the 
processor can be accessed by either transmitter or receiver."). 
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Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed on November 09, 2007 have been fully considered 
but they are not persuasive. 

Regarding claim 1, Applicant argues that " none of applied references ... 
discloses or suggests at least, "the first device outputting a sending request output for 
providing notification of a state of a communication request from the first device to the 
second device as a sending request signal using an open collector buffer and also 
turning back its sending request output Inside the first device to check a communicable 
state inside the first device," and "if the second device is receivable with respect to the 
sending request signal sent from the first device, the second device outputting a 
sending permission output for providing notification of a communicable state from the 
second device to the first device as a sending permission signal using an open collector 
buffer and also turning back Its sending permission output inside the second device to 
check a communicable state inside the second device," ". 

Examiner respectfully disagrees with Applicant's arguments for claim 1 since 
Scott teaches a call establishment process between two modems (Fig. 1 @ 100,300) 
that includes modem handshaking and training In order to establish a data connection 
(Fig.2, Column 4, Lines 24-28). Also, Betts et al. teaches a system for establishing a 
data connection between two modems using half duplex communications wherein 
"...the circuit 26 sends a CTS (clear-to-send) signal back to DTE 400 indicating that It is 
ready to accept data." (Column 4 Lines 26-28) and also turns back its sending 
permission output inside the second device to check a communicable state as a 
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sending permission input inside the second device (same procedure applied from 
Column 4 Lines 26-28, except to where the procedure takes place in Fig. 1@ 200, 
500). 

However Scott and Betts et al. fail to teach an open collector buffer in each of its 
devices. Ito uses an open collector output type buffer between the output of a cable 
receiver and the common line to prevent any disruptions to the data connection 
(Column 3, Lines 30-34 and 37-39). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the open buffer 
collector of Ito with the systems of Scott and Betts et al. for the purpose of enabling a 
data connection between two devices using half-duplex communication. 

Regarding claim 2, Applicant argues that " none of applied references ... 
discloses or suggests at least, "wherein with respect to time which elapses before 
outputting another sending request output if outputting sending request outputs 
simultaneously from two devices, time respectively varying with respect to the two 
devices is randomly determined by a program of a microcomputer,"". 

Examiner respectfully disagrees with Applicant's arguments for claim 2 since 
Betts et al., as modified by Scott and Ito, teach a system that contains "A single 
microprocessor is used to implement transmit and receive functions and any memory 
locations in the processor can be accessed by either transmitter or receiver." (Fig.2, 
Column 2 Lines 63-66) 
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Conclusion 

5. THIS ACTION IS MADE NON-FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of 
time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action Is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1;1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any response to this Office Action should be faxed to (571) 273-8300 or mailed 

to: 

Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria. VA 22313-1450 

Hand-delivered responses should be brought to 

Customer Service Window 
Randolph Building 
401 Dulany Street 
Alexandria, VA 22314 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or early communications from the 

Examiner should be directed to Salvador E. Rivas whose telephone number is (571) 
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270-1784. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 7:00AM to 
3:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the Examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's 
supen/isor, Huy D. Vu can be reached on (571) 272- 3155. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Infomnation regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist/customer service whose telephone 
number is (571) 272-2600. 

HUYD.VU 

SU?E^V!SCRV PATEEfT BmilMER 
TECHNOLOGY CEOTER 2600 



Salvador E. Rivas 
S.E.R./ser 

January 22, 2008 



